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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . Applicant's request for reconsideration of tine finality of the rejection of the last 
Office action is persuasive and, therefore, the finality of that action is withdrawn. 

2. This Office Action is prompted by the Applicant's response filed 1 -1 8-201 1 . 
Claims 1 and 3-13 are pending and have been examined. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 1 -1 8-201 0 have been fully considered but they are 
not fully persuasive. 

The Applicant argues in traverse of the rejection of the claims under 35 USC 
Sec. 103(a) as unpatentable over Marples etal., US 2003/0140142, and Piche et al., 
US 7,602,784. The Applicant asserts that the rejections are improper because the 
combination fails to teach the features of: 

a.) "...a trusted node further comprising a signaling channel selection unit, which is 
used to select a signaling transmission channel for transmitting the data so as to 
implement the convergence of signaling, and a call channel selection unit, which is used 
to select a media-stream receiving port in the trusted node for communicating with the 
internal network." The Applicant asserts that the reference used to teach these features, 
Piche, merely teaches one recipient computer transmitting the first external network 
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address and designated internal port information to another, transmitting computer. 
However, the Examiner respectfully counters that, assuming arguendo that the 
Applicant's characterization of Piche is correct, the claim language does not exclude 
such a recipient computer utilizing a signaling channel selection unit to send information 
to a transmitting computer in order to establish such a channel for the transmitting 
computer to utilize. Nor does the claim language exclude a recipient computer 
transmitting port information selected by a calling channel selection unit, to a 
transmitting unit for the transmitting computer to utilize. The Examiner maintains that 
Piche does teach a signaling channel selection unit and a call channel selection unit 
that selects a channel and port for its internal use and sends this channel and port 
information to a transmitting computer in order to establish a data stream to the 
recipient computer. 

b.) "...select a signaling transmission channel for transmitting the data so as to 
implement the convergence of signaling." However, the Examiner maintains that Piche 
does teach this feature at, for example, col. 4 lines 53-55 where a recipient computer 
utilizes a signal channel selection unit to select a signaling transmission channel so as 
to implement the convergence of signaling. In the cited section, Piche teaches the 
recipient computer establishing many to one data stream reception, which the Examiner 
believes teaches such convergence. 
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The Applicant arguments asserting the patentability of the dependent claims 
based upon their dependence from the independent claims are addressed supra. 

The balance of the Applicant's arguments are addressed via the application of 
new prior art. New grounds of rejection using Ormazabal et al., US 7,076,393 are 
presented infra. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth 
in section 102 of this title, if the differences t^tween the subject matter sought to be patented and the 
prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention 
was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability 
shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1 , 6-8 and 10-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Marples et al., US 2003/0140142, and Piche et al., US 7,602,784. 

As for claim 1 , Marples teaches a network security system (abstract), comprising a 
firewall arranged between an internal network and an external network (fig. 2, element 
222, [0014]), said firewall comprises a first port configured at the internal network 
oriented side of the firewall and a second port configured at the external network 
oriented side of the firewall (fig. 2 element 222, [0014]); wherein the network security 
system further comprises a trusted node arranged between the firewall and the external 
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network (fig. 2 element 200, [0014], [0015]: "...route the communications over the hub 
and trough the firewall) which is used to provide a data channel between the internal 
network and external network ([0014], [0015]), and fonward the data transported 
between the internal network and external network ([0014], [0015]), and wherein the 
trusted node further comprises a data forward unit, which is used to forward the data 
transported between the internal network and the external network ([0017]), and a 
control unit, which is used to control the operations of all the other units ([0014], [0015], 
[0017]). Marples does not teach the trusted node as comprising a media-stream 
receiving port used to converge the data from the second port. Marples also does not 
teach a trusted node further comprising a signaling channel selection unit, which is used 
to select a signaling transmission channel for transmitting the data so as to implement 
the convergence of signaling, and a call channel selection unit, which is used to select a 
media-stream receiving port in the trusted node for communicating with the internal 
network. However, Piche does teach these features. Piche teaches the use of such a 
first and second port for streaming media applications (col. 3 lines 15-20: streaming 
media is sent, col. 3 line 44 through col. 4 line 26: a method for port selection is taught 
useable with many to one streaming media transmissions). Piche teaches a signaling 
channel selection unit which is used to select a signaling transmission channel for 
transmitting the data so as to implement the convergence of signaling (col. 6 lines 52- 
65), and a call channel selection unit, which is used to select a media-stream receiving 
port in the trusted node for communicating with the internal network (col. 6 lines 52-65 
and 66-67). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
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the time the invention was made to incorporate these features into the system of 
Marples. It would have been obvious to do so since this would allow for more rapid 
transmission of streaming media from an external network to the internal network of 
Marples, and increase the utility of the system of Marples by extending its use to 
commonly utilized network media delivery formats. 

As for claim 6, this claim is directed towards the method that is carried out by the 
system of claim 1 . Claim 6 recites substantially the same limitations as claim 1 and is 
therefore rejected on the same basis as that claim. 

As per claim 7, Marples teaches the network security method according to claim 6, but 
not explicitly further wherein the Step B comprises the following: B1 , Open Logical 
Channel signaling being transmitted by the internal network to the trusted node; B2, the 
trusted node informing the internal network of the selected media-stream receiving port; 
83, the trusted node transmitting Open Logical Channel signaling to the external 
network to establish a corresponding channel. However, Piche does teach these steps 
(col. 3 line 44 through col. 4 line 25). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate this feature into 
the system of Marples. It would have been obvious to do so since this would increase 
the utility of the system of Marples by extending its use to commonly utilized firewall port 
discovery protocols. 
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As for claim 8, Marples teaches the network security method according to claim 
6, but not explicitly further wherein the Step C comprises the following: C1 , the selected 
media-stream receiving port of the trusted node receiving all the data from the internal 
network and forwarding the data to the external network; C2, the selected media-stream 
receiving port of the trusted node forwarding the data transmitted by the external 
network to the internal network. However, Piche does teach these steps (col. 3 line 44 
through col. 4 line 25). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to incorporate this feature into the system of 
Marples. It would have been obvious to do so since this would increase the utility of the 
system of Marples by extending its use to commonly utilized data packet transmission 
protocols. 

As for claims 10-12, Marples fails to explicitly teach the feature of implementing 
load balance among a plurality of trusted nodes when the data are forwarded. However 
Piche does teach this feature (col. 4 lines 23-26 and 55-58: many to one transmission 
to, and reception at, a port on a client computer inherently utilizes load balancing). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate this feature into the system of Marples. It would have 
been desirable to do so since load balancing would allow for more efficient transmission 
of streaming media from an external network to the internal network of Marples, and 
hence increase the utility of his system. 
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6. Claims 3 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Marples and Piche as applied to claim 1 supra, and further in view of Ormazabal et al., 
US 7,076,393. 

As for claims 3 and 4, the combination of Marples and Piche teaches the network 
security system according to claim 1 , but not explicitly further wherein the trusted node 
is designed to support the H.323 protocol. However, Ormazabal does teach such 
firewall utilizing the H.323 protocol (fig 5, fig. 6, col. 6 lines 40-49, col. 10 lines 50-60, 
col. 14 lines 47-52). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to incorporate this feature into the system of 
Marples and Piche. It would have been obvious to do so since this would increase the 
utility of the system of Marples and Piche by extending its use to commonly utilized 
network media delivery formats. 

7. Claims 5, 9 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Marples and Piche as applied to claims 1 and 6 supra, and further in view of 
Freebairn et al., US 2007/0067487 Al . 

As for claims 5 and 9, the combination of Marples and Piche teaches the network 
security system according to claims 1 and 6, but not explicitly further wherein the 
signaling channel selection unit adopts Q931 channel for transmitting signaling. 
However, Freebairn does teach such a trusted node utilizing the Q931 protocol. 
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Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate this feature into the system of Marples and Piche. It 
would have been obvious to do so since this would increase the utility of the system of 
Marples and Piche by extending its use to commonly utilized signaling channel protocol. 

As for claim 13, Marples fails to explicitly teach the feature of implementing load 
balance among a plurality of trusted nodes when the data are fonwarded. However 
Piche does teach this feature (col. 4 lines 23-26 and 55-58: many to one transmission 
to, and reception at, a port on a client computer inherently utilizes load balancing). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to incorporate this feature into the system of Marples. It would have 
been desirable to do so since load balancing would allow for more efficient transmission 
of streaming media from an external network to the internal network of Marples, and 
hence increase the utility of his system. 

Conclusion 

8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Paul E. Callahan whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3869. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F from 9 to 5. 
If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's 
supervisor, Emmanuel Moise, can be reached on (571 ) 272-3865. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is: (571) 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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/Emmanuel L. Moise/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2437 



